We used a rigorous case study methodology to examine one supervisory dyad's work together during one semester. We used the "best-worst" strategy of several recent researchers, multiple sources of qualitative and quantitative process data, and the perspectives both of the participants and of observers. A number of findings provide hypotheses to guide future research. For example. Session 2 was identified as best by both participants. That it focused on relationship issues between the participants is consistent with other findings that the supervisor-supervisee relationship was a primary focus during the first several supervisory sessions.
Despite its shortcomings, the science of counseling and psychotherapy rests on a solid empirical foundation. Yet the same is not true for the science of clinical supervision, which is still very much in its infancy. In commenting on this, Holloway and Hosford (1983) observed that scientific endeavor progresses through a series of stages, the first of which is observing a phenomenon in its natural environment. They maintained that observation should be the proper research emphasis at this particular stage of the science of supervision.
At first glance, this prescription would seem inappropriate, for observational data are amply represented in the supervision literature. For example, Searles (1955) used case material to introduce a phenomenon that others since have called parallel processes; Markowitz (1958) presented a retrospective, comparative account of supervision that he received from each of several supervisors; and Mueller and Kell (1972) But quantity alone does not ensure the accuracy of either observations or inferences derived from case material. Casestudy observations are too often made unsystematically and are vulnerable to perceptual distortions by the observer. This has been documented by Oskamp (1965) , who found that experts judging case studies formed judgments early and then, as they continued to receive information about the case, not only were unwilling to modify those initial judgments but became increasingly confident of them.
Because case studies provide a valuable vehicle for in-depth analyses of clinical processes, it is fortunate that many of their shortcomings have been overcome by methodologies used in recent counseling research. In rigorously designed case studies. Hill, Carter, and OTarrell (1983a) and Strupp (1980a Strupp ( . 1980b Strupp ( , 1980c , among others, used multiple measures to achieve what Webb. Campbell, Schwartz, and Sechrest (1965) termed iriangulation: Because in case studies there is no external criterion against which to check an observation, multiple internal measures can provide a form of validation. In discussing this research strategy, Miles and Huberman (1984) commented that detectives, car mechanics, and physicians routinely use triangulation in their day-to-day practices:
When the detective amasses fingerprints, hair samples, alibis, eyewitness accounts, and the like, a case is being made that presumably fits one suspect far better than others. Diagnosing engine failure or chest pain follows a similar pattern. All signs presumably point to the same conclusion, (p. 234) In each of these counseling case studies, the researchers also used a best-worst strategy: Either best versus worst therapy across cases or best versus worst sessions within a particular series of counseling sessions were compared in order to make observations. Several investigators have used process research to examine supervisory phenomena. For example, Doehrmann (1976) used an intensive case study approach in the only investigation yet done on the phenomenon of parallel processes, and Holloway and Wolleat (1981) and Holloway (1982) conducted interactional analyses ofsupervision interviews. To date, however, no researchers have used a systematic, rigorous casestudy methodology to follow a particular supervisor and supervisee across time.
Our purpose was to follow one supervisory dyad through a semester of work together, using multiple measures of process and outcome and both quantitative and qualitative data, and using the perspectives of both the participants and the objective observers. As with the work of Friedlander, Thibodeau, and Ward (1985) , Hill et al. (1983a) , and Strupp (1980a Strupp ( , 1980b Strupp ( , 1980c , a best-worst (i.e., sessions within the supervisory series) strategy was used. Hill (1982) noted that there are three general purposes for doing process research in counseling. Extrapolated to supervision, these purposes are (a) simply to describe events or to inform one of what happens during supervision, (b) to show change in the supervisee's within-session behavior, and (c) to link process to outcome. These purposes were all present in this investigation, as was the more ambitious goal of using the research inductively as a source of hypotheses for future research.
Method

Supervisee
The supervisee was a 33-year-old female doctoral student in counseling at a large midwestern university. She had a master's degree and approximately 7 years' counseling or counseling-related experience. This was her third supervised counseling experience. She indicated that the supervisor was her first choice from among those available, though she had met him only briefly before they began their work together. Material presented in supervision was drawn from work that she performed in her practicum setting, the university's counseling center where her clients were seeking either personal or career counseling. She described her counseling orientation as eclectic, incorporating elements of the gestalt. client-centered, systems, and behavioral approaches. Though there was no consent document, she did participate voluntarily and under no coercion, either explicit or implicit.
Supervisor
The supervisor was a 41-year-old male counseling psychologist with 14 years of counseling experience and 12 years of supervision experience. He described his counseling orientation as holistic, one in which his primary focus was on affects and imagery and on process as opposed to content.
Process Measures
The variety of measures used in this study were each chosen to provide data from either the participants' perspective or that of outside observers. The participants' perspective was obtained through paper-and-pencil measures that the supervisor and supervisee completed, assessing perceptions of themselves, each other, and the supervisory process. Two other measures, activity level and the coding of interactions via Penman's (1980) system, were used in order to allow inferences about the supervisory process to be made from a more objective, third-party perspective.
The Session Evaluation Questionnaire, Form 3 (SEQ; Stiles & Snow, 1984) consists of 24 bipolar adjective items in a 7-point, semantic differential-type format and yields scores on four factoranalytically derived scales: Depth, Smoothness, Positivity, and Arousal. The first two are assessments of session dimensions ("The session was"), the others of postsession mood dimensions ("Right now I feel"). The range of raw scores for the first three scales is 5-35;
for Arousal. 4-28.
The Supervisory Styles Inventory (SSI; Friedlander & Ward, 1984) , with parallel versions for supervisors and supervisees, provides scores on three factor-analytically derived scales. The SSI consists of thirtythree 7-point Likert items (eight filler items) concerning the extent to which the supervisor was attractive (seven items), interpersonally sensitive (eight items), and task oriented (ten items). Scores for each scale are expressed as the mean for the items of that scale. Reliability and validity data were provided by Friedlander and Ward (1984) .
The Impact Message Inventory (IMI; Kieslcr, 1985) is a 90-item instrument in which one participant in a relationship rates another according to the extent to which he or she is described by each 4-point item, anchored by not at al! (1) and very much so (4). Twelve of the IMI 15 scales have been found to cluster into higher order factors as follows: Dominant (Exhibitionistic, Dominant, and Competitive): Submissive (Submissive, Succorant, and Abasive); Friendly (Agreeable, Nurturant, and Alfiliative); and Hostile (Hostile, Mistrusting, and Detached). Three additional, nonclustered scales are Inhibited, Deferent, and Sociable. Raw score ranges for each scale are 6-24, and for each cluster. 18-72.
The Critical Incidents Questionnaire (CIQ; Heppner & Roehlke, 1984 ) is a free-response measure that begins with a definition of a critical incident as an occurrence between supervisor and supervisee that results in significant change; then the supervisee is asked to briefly describe (a) such an incident from the past semester, (b) what made it a critical incident, and (c) when it occurred. The supervisee is also asked how this is different from any critical incidents lhat occurred during past supervision.
The Penman Observational Coding System (Penman, 1980 ) was developed to allow a speaker's intentions for a given message unit to be placed in one of nine speech categories along the intuitively derived secondary dimensions of power and involvement, in accordance with Scarle's (1969) theory of speech acts. The speech categories are generic and apply to any type of human interactions. In using this system rather than one developed for the coding of counselor intentions (e.g., Elliott, 1985; Hill & O'Grady, 1985) , we avoided concerns about the appropriateness of using, in a study of one type of clinical intervention (supervision), categories that were developed explicitly for a different type of intervention (counseling). In Table I we summarize the nine categories, along with examples of each. The table also depicts how the categories are arrayed along the Power and Involvement continua. One can see. for example, that on these two dimensions. Support is high on both. Avoid is low on both, the Exchange is neutral on both; Aggress is high on Power, but low on Involvement; Agree is neutral on Power, but high on Involvement.
Activity level was assessed, as in the study by Hill et al. (1983a) . It was the ratio of number of words spoken by the supervisee to the total number of words spoken by both supervisor and supervisee. Therefore, it was expressed as a proportion.
Descriptive Measure
One instrument, the Myers-Briggs Type Indicator (MBTI; MyersBriggs. 1962 ) was used solely to provide descriptive information about the supervisor and supervisee. The MBTI is a self-report instrument that yields scores on four bipolar dimensions: Extroversion-Introversion (E-I). Sensing-lntuition (S-N), Thinking-Feeling (T-F), and Judgment-Perception (J-P). Scores are expressed as a four-letter code (e.g., ESTJ) in which each letter signifies the person's dominant cognitive style on one of the four dimensions. The MBTI was included in this because Handley (1982) found some relation between supervisees' MBTI scores and their supervisors' perceptions of them.
Procedure
Supervision occurred during the second semester of the 1984-1985 school year, once weekly for 11 weeks, on campus. Material for In addition to the individual sessions, the supervisee participated with three other students in a weekly practicum seminar that run by the supervisor. The seminar was conducted as a case conference. For the purposes of this study, the supervisee was asked at the beginning of the semester to work as counselor for a brief (20 min) session with a coached client, a female doctoral student in psychology who was asked to present any problem she wished. After the final supervision session, the supervisee again worked as counselor with the same client for an additional 20-min session. The purpose of these sessions was to obtain comparable pre-and post-supervision work samples to be used in assessing outcome.
Before the first supervision session, the supervisee completed the SS! to evaluate her expectations about the supervisor. Both supervisor and supervisee completed the MBTI. At this point, the supervisor completed the SSI; after the third session, he completed the IMI.
Each supervision session was audiotaped. After each session, supervisor and supervisee individually completed the SEQ, which was then given directly to one of us (Martin). In addition, supervisor and supervisee each recorded postsession observations and reactions in a log. Neither had access to the other's evaluations and comments other than the normal ebb and flow of their relationship during the semester.
After the final supervision session, the supervisee and the supervisor each completed the SSI. The supervisee completed the CIQ and the supervisor completed the IMI. Each was asked to identify what he or she regarded as the single best and the single worst sessions. No criteria were suggested. Both suggested the second session as the best. For the worst session, the supervisor and supervisee designated the 7th and 6th sessions, respectively. Unfortunately, the audiotape for the 6th session was too indistinct to transcribe, so the supervisee was asked the nominate the second worst session. This, the 10th session, is hereafter referred to as the supervisee's identified worst session.
Transcripts were then developed from audiotapes of seven sessions: the pre-and postsupervision coached-client counseling sessions; the first and last supervision sessions; the session that both participants identified as best (Session 2) and the sessions that each identified as worst (7 and 10). The complete utterance of one person, regardless of length, was treated as a single message unit for the purpose of coding. After receiving training in the use of the Penman (1980) system, three raters independently categorized each message of each session. After rating each transcript, the raters met to discuss and resolve discrepancies. Kappas for the seven rated transcripts ranged from .57 (Session J I) to .87 (Session 2). The mean across sessions was .68.
Results and Discussion
Qualitative Data
Data for this section were derived from transcripts, logs, and conversations held with both supervisor and supervisee after the supervision was completed.
Best session. The second session focused largely on personal issues of the supervisee. For example, she discussed what she perceived as a tendency in her own life and in her counseling always to be rushing. She also discussed her wish to "escape Kansas" and, more specifically, whether her doctoral program was the one most appropriate for her.
On the CIQ, the critical incident that the supervisee described was from the second session. She noted that it involved her confessing both her impatience at where she was currently living and feelings of unworthiness that she experienced. In responding to that material, the supervisor "affirmed me and connected what I was experiencing personally as countertransference onto clients." She noted that what made this a critical incident was that she revealed very personal information and was helped to see it differently.
In his log, the supervisor noted after this session: A good session! [The supervisee] is well prepared and has an agendaas is usual. This also is part of her questioning today. How she can structure and move a session without exerting as much therapist control-wishing to be more free, able to let or permit spontaneous happening.
He also commented that "after the disclosure and the integration of her personal self to what she may be doing with clients. [the supervisee] is able to integrate what has happened here with our prior discussion about pacing, letting go."
In her log, the supervisee commented that "the session became for me what I want to do with clients," which was greater risk taking. She then commented that the supervisor "modeled how" she should do this by responding more to the process of what was happening and less to the content of her statements. She further stated that "we were both real and honest" and that he did not react defensively but was supportive of her honesty.
That the supervisee raised the issues she did in this session was perceived by the supervisor as being, on some level, a test of him and of the boundaries of their relationship. To what extent, for example, would he allow his faculty status in the training program to interfere with his ability to respond facilitatively to her concerns about whether the program could offer what she wanted? Also, she noted in this session that her father had typically maintained strong, and often critical, opinions of what actions she should take. From this it might be possible to infer some testing in the material she presented. In fact, the supervisor questioned how well the work of supervision would have progressed without the opportunity that this session provided him to unlink himself from such transference.
Both supervisor and supervisee seemed to enjoy using metaphor and apparently found it an effective means of communicating. This style of interacting first emerged in Session 2. For example, she discussed in this session her difficulty in knowing how to draw appropriate boundaries between herself and clients. Drawing from a near-drowning experience she once had, she described this issue in terms of swimming together in a pool with clients and others who depend on her: she wants to be close enough to be supportive, but not so close that they would drag her down with them in moments of panic. And though never fleshed out in as much detail, the metaphor of dance and movement was used frequently in discussing her central issue of pacing (e.g., as "moving with the client"). Both metaphors recurred during subsequent sessions. Perhaps significantly, the supervisee's log entries were often melaphoric and sometimes even written in verse. At one point, she wrote, as if addressing the supervisor, to say, "Metaphors help me to see and let go so much better than the literal situation."
The significance of this best session appears to be the progression of supervisor-supervisee interactions from the more formal, goal-setting ones of the first session to those of a more personal, risk-taking nature. Notably, Rabinowitz, Heppner, and Roehlkc (1986) found that during the first 3 weeks of the semester, clarifying the relationship with the supervisor was reported by supervisees (n = 45; from beginning practicum through intern levels) as being especially important to them.
Worst session: Supervisor. The supervisor had some difficulty identifying a worst session. In fact, because he believed that even in the worst sessions learning occurred, he preferred to speak of "less helpful" sessions. He chose Session 7 because he inadvertently had waited a couple of days to make a log entry and then could think of nothing to say about the session.
For a session to have made no impression on him was remarkable enough that he singled it out as his "least helpful" session.
Session 7 was devoted primarily to discussing and conceptualizing the dynamics of a client with whom the supervisee was working. Perhaps significantly, the supervisor was then working with a second supervisee whose only focus so far that semester had been on case conceptualization. The supervisor found himself bored in those sessions and had begun to perceive that the supervisee was keeping the focus on the client and using an intellectual tone as a defensive posture. It was within a week of this seventh session that the supervisor finally confronted that supervisee about the nature of their interactions.
It is interesting to speculate, then, about how much this situation with the other supervisee intruded on the supervisor's work during the seventh session. This type of situation seems not to have been considered in the supervision literature. Parallel processes have been discussed as intruding from the counselor-client relationship to the supervisor-supervisee relationship and vice versa (Doehrman, 1976; Mueller & Kell, 1972) , and Aldrich and Hess (1983) used survey data to categorize the most frequent types of parallel processes, but no one so far has discussed the possibility that the work that a supervisor is doing with one supervisee might intrude, as a type of parallel process, into work that he or she is doing with another supervisee.
But despite the supervisor's perception of this session as one with little vitality, entries in the supervisee's log suggested that it triggered some self-scrutiny: I want to Icam and I want to feel stable Yet how stable is walking?
One foot is always vulnerably in the air-yet progress is made vs. when I stand stillsecure with two feet on the floor, yet going nowhere.
However, her log suggests nothing specifically about how the content of that session affected her. Worst session: Supervisee. The 10th session was unique in that the supervisee functioned as counselor to the supervisor who introduced material that seemed quite personal and revealing. This occurred at her request as a means of getting direct feedback on her skills. The feedback was provided during the last portion of this session and the beginning of the 11th.
The supervisor noted in his log that he was amazed at how relaxed he felt, unconcerned about either the role reversal or the taping of it. He commented that as client, he was aware of various paths that could emerge and that he followed the supervisee's lead:
One path choice includes the separation of affective issues from thinking/conceptualizing issues. We take thinking and I am also aware that affect would be resisted. "I think" becomes the theme-when a few feeling issues near the surface (as in describing my similarity to my son) they are not picked-up on, so pass rather quickly.
He also noted that he was quite aware of the supervisee's use of techniques. For example, though he was compliant in the supervisee's use of the gestalt technique of having him say "I," he found it irritating.
For the supervisee's part, her comments, expressed as discrete thoughts, included: This session was characterized by a dramatic shifting of the interaction patterns established during the nine previous sessions. From voice tone and activity level, the supervisee seemed more strained and less secure. Statements in her log describe her perception of having performed less than adequately. Some of the supervisee's discomfort may well have been a function of having been told by the supervisor to take charge (as counselor). As Watzlawick, Weakland, and Fisch (1974) explained, for a person who is in charge-as a supervisor is-to tell another person to take charge imposes a paradox, or double-bind, on the person so ordered.
Another characteristic of this session merits comment, particularly as it may well have been related to this apparent relationship paradox. This was the occurrence of some supervisor-supervisee conflict, a phenomenon notably absent in other sessions. For example, the supervisee's attempts to include the supervisor to make evaluative comments and, later, to use gestalt techniques were both resisted. Perhaps of significance is that these conflicts were not commented on by either supervisor or supervisee.
Quantitative Data
MBTI codes for the supervisor and supervisee were INT/ FP and INT/FJ, respectively. The three codes that the supervisor and supervisee had in common (introspective, intuitive, and a split between thinking and feeling) suggests a similarity of cognitive style and therefore interpersonal compatability. For example, the IN codes shared by both suggest a reflective, patterned style of thinking that would seem conducive to the use of metaphoric language that was so evident throughout their work.
The one code on which they differed seems consistent with, and perhaps predictive of, a central focus of supervision. The supervisee's J (judging) code suggested that she would function in a structured manner, making evaluative and categorical judgments. The supervisor, on the other hand, behaved consistently with his P (perceiving) code by working with the material of the session as it emerged, by behaving spontaneously, and by demonstrating comfort with ambiguity. Significantly, these supervisor behaviors all were among those expressed as primary goals by the supervisee.
Perhaps pertinent to this investigation is Handley's (1982) finding that the interpersonal and counseling skills of supervisees whose MBTI scores indicated an intuitive cognitive style were rated higher by their supervisors than were those of their counterparts who manifested the sensing cognitive style. Moreover, similarity between supervisor and supervisee on this scale proved to be significantly correlated with supervisees' perceptions of the quality of their relationship, supervisees' satisfaction with supervision, and supervisors' feelings of regard toward their respective trainee. Interestingly, given this particular supervisory dyad's divergence on the J-P index, Handley found that supervisor-supervisee similarity on this index correlated significantly with trainees' perceptions of regard coming from their respective supervisors.
Both supervisor and supervisee completed the SSI before the first and again after the final supervision session. Scores are provided in Table 2 . Because they had not yet begun work together, the supervisee's "pre" scores might be interpreted as reflecting her expectations, likely formed as a mixture of her own projections and of impressions of the supervisor that she had gained during their brief previous encounters and from information from other students. Of significance is that both supervisor and supervisee perceived the supervisor's task orientation as somewhat low. This was consistent across observations and did seem descriptive of his work. Perhaps more noteworthy, though, was the supervisee's increased perception of the supervisor's attractiveness and interpersonal sensitivity. The first increase was modest; the second was substantial. Both "post" scores suggest a positive relationship and high regard for the supervisor. Research by Heppner and Handley (1981) suggests that perceptions of supervisors' attractiveness were strongly related to supervisees' satisfaction with supervision and to their perception that they had been offered a therapeutic supervisory relationship.
SEQ scores are summarized in Table 3 and depicted in Figures 1-4 . At least two observations seem warranted. First, the supervisee's ratings across sessions showed greater variability than the supervisor's for all four scales; her variability was lowest for ratings of session depth and greatest for ratings of positivity of feelings (SDs = 3.56 and 6.19, respectively). Because the supervisee would be expected to be both more vulnerable and more invested in the supervisory process than would the supervisor, it is perhaps to be expected that she would be more reactive than he and that her pattern of scores would show more lability.
A second observation is that on the basis of these score profiles alone. Session 2 might well have been predicted as best. And the supervisee's identification of Session 10 as her worst receives some support from these data, for she rated it low on smoothness, positivity, and depth (though somewhat high on arousal). There is little in these patterns, however, to signal Session 7 as the supervisor's identified worst session.
In Table 4 we depict the supervisor's I MI ratings of the supervisee after the third and the last sessions. The overall pattern seems to suggest that once the supervisor's impressions of the supervisee were formed, they were quite stable. The most obvious change seemed to be that the supervisee was perceived as having become less submissive over time. As shown in Table 5 , differences in activity levels across sessions were pronounced. During the first and last sessions, the supervisee talked for virtually the same proportion of time (42% and 47%. respectively). Yet, in contrast, she talked 67% of the time during the best session and only 28% of the time in the session that she identified as worst. Certainly it is important to note that each of these sessions was in some ways special and perhaps atypical of supervision in general Nevertheless, these data contribute to a growing literature that suggests that there are substantial differences in activity levels to differentiate good from bad sessions in both counseling and supervision. For example, Hill et al. (1983a) found that the client was more active during the better sessions; Friedlander et al. (1985) found that some therapists were more active during their better sessions, whereas others were less active, but that in each case there was a difference in activity. It appears that more research is needed to identify predictors of which direction the activity change will take.
In Tables 6 and 7 we summarize by participant the proportions of each speech category used in selected supervision interviews and in the two coached-client counseling interviews. One of the more striking features of this composite is the large proportion of exchange messages used by both supervisor and supervisee, followed in frequency by the use of agree, concede, and advise messages. This finding is similar to that of Abadie (1985) . who also used Penman's (1980) categorical system to investigate the verbal behaviors of four well-known clinical supervisors: Rudolph Ekstein, Albert Ellis, Erving Polster, and Carl Rogers. Over 90% of the verbal responses of all four were in the exchange, advise, and concede categories. In discussing these findings, Abadie speculated that supervision is a formal, task-oriented relationship with a directive-evaluative component. Such a relationship might have stricter parameters than, for example, a marital dyad (which may be less goal oriented or evaluative in nature) and therefore might be governed in a somewhat more constrained pattern of interaction. Therefore, one might expect, for ex- ample, that supervisors would use more advise messages, as he found. If his speculation is correct, then perhaps the supervisory relationship in this study, which in its proportion of exchange messages resembled the interaction pattern of marital dyads, may have been governed relatively less by a directive-evaluative norm (Abadie found the proportion of exchange messages to vary across supervisors from a low of 12.5% to a high of 38.3%, whereas Penman found in her study of 18 couples that the proportion of exchange messages ranged from 38.4% to 57.9% across observations). The supervisor's relatively few support statements merit particular comment, insofar as this pattern may indicate one implicit communication rule differentiating supervision from counseling. The proportion of supervisor support statements in four of the five monitored sessions was 4% or less. The sole exception to this pattern was Session 2, in which the proportion of his supportive statements reached 13%. Table  8 shows that in that session, 11 % of the supervisee-supervisor interchanges were of the exchange-support pattern. Of significance is that this session was the one in which the supervisor functioned most as a therapist. Abadie (1985) also found that Note. Proportion is the ratio of the number of supervisee words to the total number of words for a given unit of time. Holloway (1982) found support statements to be among the speech categories that supervisors used more frequently, the supervisors whom they studied were relatively inexperienced and therefore perhaps prone to generalize communication rules from counseling to supervision. In fact, Holloway and Wampold (1983) found in another study that supervisors devalued the use of supportive statements used by either themselves or their supervisees. And although Worthington and Roehlke (1979) and Rabinowitz et al. (1986) found support to be an important component of supervision, these were studies of supervisees' perceptions rather than of actual supervisor behaviors. In Table 8 we depict the first-order stochastic analysis of supervisee-supervisor (I columns) and supervisor-supervisee (II columns) transactions. Therefore, to illustrate, note that 31% of the total number of supervisee-to-supervisor transactions in Session 10 were exchange messages followed by advise messages, whereas this same sequence made up only 2% of the total number of supervisor-to-supervisee transactions.
Although the avoid messages were few, the supervisor made all of them. All occurred in response to the supervisee's requests for advice. Given the supervisor's espoused goal of helping the supervisee to discover the answer to her own questions, this verbal interaction pattern would be expected.
It already has been noted that the supervisor's IMI scores suggest that he found the supervisee to become less submissive during their work together. The coded verbal responses appear to lend support, from a more objective, observer's perspective, that this was the case. Tables 6 and 8 show that 40% of the supervisee's statements in Session 1 were concede messages (of the supervisor-supervisee interactions in that session, 28% were exchange-concede and 10% were advise-concede), but that proportion apparently decreased across sessions so fvtfte. I = Supervisee to supervisor interchange (for Pre and Post, Counselor to client); II -supervisor to supervisee interchange (for Pre and Post, client to counselor). Cells are left blank unless there was a proportion of at least .05 for one or more sessions within that cell. "Pre" and "Post" = coached-client counseling sessions. Dashes indicate sessions within a cell in which a given session's proportion was less than 1 %.
that concede messages constituted only about 10% of her statements during the final two sessions.
Such changes in the supervisee's behavior are likely normal.
In fact, this seems to be a desired outcome goal for supervision. Certainly according to Stoltenberg's (1981) model, this would be the case.
As a summative statement about the supervisor-supervisee interactions, it is clear from an examination of Tables 6 and   8 that their relationship was a complementary one and that the complementarity was of the sort that might be expected. For example, the supervisor used more advise and disagree messages; the supervisee used more agree and request messages.
More direct changes in the supervisee's counseling behavior were to have been assessed in the pre-and post-coached-client sessions, which were to be compared with each other and with the supervision sessions. Unfortunately, it is difficult to infer much from these data except that the pattern of interaction with the client in both instances was relatively noncomplex, becoming even less complex in the "post" session (i.e., advise and exchange messages constituted most of the supervisee's verbal behavior in both, but a full 98% of the "post" session). To interpret this, however, it is important to consider that these sessions were both quite brief (20 min) and that although the client was the same in each instance, she presented a real and somewhat pressing problem the second time, whereas in the first session she seemed to have little emotional involvement in the issue that she presented. It is possible that this latter situation could account for the increased proportion of counselor advise messages and client concede messages during the "post" session, but this is speculation. In short, the reliability of a pre-post measure of this brevity in assessing supervisee skill changes is to be questioned.
As an incidental observation, the raters pointed out that the supervisee seemed more comfortable working with the client than with the supervisor as client in Session 10. The fewer advise messages that she used in that session in comparison with her pre-and post-counseling sessions might be attributed to this. Given that a supervisor never relinquishes his or her evaluative prerogatives, this might be expected. In fact, the qualitative data from the session confirmed that this was the case.
Because supervisor-supervisee conflict is a central theme in the supervision that Mueller and Kell (1972) described, the relative lack of overt conflict within this dyad seems to merit note. Several possible explanations exist for this circumstance. One is that the characteristics of this particular supervisor and supervisee, as evidenced by the MBTI scores, for example, and of their relationship were such that conflict would be minimal in any circumstance. Also, the close monitoring of this dyad could reasonably be expected to have altered its interactions in some unknown ways: Perhaps one such alteration was to introduce a nonconflictual communication rule. Last, neither the supervisor nor the supervisee were clear that they would not be continuing to work together during the following semester; in fact, the supervisee seemed to believe that they would. This open-endedness may well have served to postpone closure and any attendant conflict. Any of these reasons alone or in combination with the others might account for the minimal observed conflict. Or. contrary to Mueller and Kcll. conflict may not be inherent in supervision.
Summary and Conclusion
A final summary of what we believe to be the more important observations from this study seems warranted, particularly given the large amount of data:
1. The supervisor-supervisee relationship appeared to coalesce during the second session, the one that both parties identified as best. This is consistent with the finding by Rabinowitz et al. (1986) that the supervisor-supervisee relationship is particularly important during the early weeks of the semester.
2. Though matching of supervisor and supervisee on cognitive style (e.g., MBTI scores) was not deliberate, the general similarity of scores did seem consistent with the participants' styles and work together. The one dissimilarity (i.e., J-P code) suggested the focus of their work together.
3. The differences between best and worst sessions in activity level is consistent with other recent findings (e.g., Friedlander et al., 1985; Hill et al., I983a) and merit further exploration.
4. The relatively small proportion of support statements by the supervisor are consistent with other observations of actual supervisor statements (e.g., Abadie, 1985; Holloway & Wampold, 1983) , though at variance with other studies of supervisees' perceptions of what their supervisors offered (Rabinowitz et al., 1986 : Worthington & Roehlke, 1979 . In further investigations researchers should attempt to resolve these discrepant findings.
5. The relative absence of conflict observed in this supervisory dyad suggests that researchers should assess the universality of Mueller and Kell's (1972) hypothesis about the inevitability of conflict and/or perhaps define it in a more concrete, measurable manner.
6. The SEQ data seemed a useful gauge of session quality. 7. Penman's (1980) Observational Coding System proved useful in characterizing the supervisor and supervisee transactions.
On a methodological note, one should observe that although the best-worst strategy to conducting case studies is informative, the manner in which these particular sessions are identified seem to differ from study to study. Strupp (1980a Strupp ( , 1980b Strupp ( , 1980c Strupp ( , 1980d , whose concern was with cases rather than session, used objective client outcome data for this identification; Hill et al. (I983a) and Friedlander et al. (1985) used scores on evaluations made after every session; and we opted to allow the participants each to identify those sessions. If we had adopted the criterion used by Friedlander et al. ("best" = therapist's SEQ Depth score above median and client's SEQ Smoothness score above median; "worst" = below the median on the respective indexes), Sessions 2 and 9 would have been identified as best and Sessions 5 and 6 as worst. Significantly, Session 2 was identified as best with our more subjective process and Session 6 was the supervisee's first choice for worst (though not used because we were unable to transcribe the tape). This methodological issue raises some question about how the observations from this study might generalize. Perhaps it is an issue to which future researchers should attend.
In responding to reactions to their intensive case study of counseling, Hill, Carter, and O'Farrell (1983b) commented that "The client never seems to be 'right' for such time-limited investigations" (p. 28). A similar criticism might be levied against the particular supervisee in this study. For example, one salient issue is the somewhat advanced stage of this supervisee's professional development (Stoltenberg, 1981) . In planning this study, we considered whether to use a beginning counselor, who would likely make more dramatic changes during the semester, or a more advanced student, for whom change would be more subtle but whose issues and interactions with the supervisor would likely be more complex and rich. Other salient issues in choice of a supervisee to study might be the setting, client population, theoretical orientation, and sex of supervisor and supervisee. All are consistent with the encouragement by Hess (1980) and by Russell, Crimmings, and Lent (1984) to attend to interactional variables in supervision research and might profitably be pursued in future process intensive case studies of supervision. Last, though, it is important to replicate this and all similar case studies: Rich as these data can be, generalizations from them can be made only after replication.
